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Significance of the Study
Among the apprehended delinquents, recidivism is very high,
even under conditions of expert guidance by probation of¬
ficers and other juvenile court personnel.^
Certain youngsters on parole from the training school
may fail to make a satisfactory adjustment and are returned
to the training school or institution. However, the decision
to return them should be based on clear evidence of the
youth's inability to make a successful adjustment in the com-
2
munity and his indicated need for institutional treatment.
This does not mean the community or neighborhood exclusively,
but his entire social milieu.
Just what does determine this satisfactory and succes¬
sful adjustment? Is it the home situation, parents' or fam¬
ily's attitude toward him and in general, how the child
John F. CnJoer, Robert A. Harper and William F. Kenkel,
"Adolescence," Problems of American Society; Values in Con¬
flict (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1948), p. 216.
2
United States Department of Health, Education and Wel¬
fare, Children's Bureau, and National Association of Training
Schools and Juvenile Agencies, Institutions Serving Delinquent
Children: Guides and Goals (Washington, D.C.: United States
Government Printing Office, 1962), p. 137.
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perceives himself, the community's attitude toward him and
delinquency in general, the neighborhood environment, i.e.
whether dyssocial, or the attitude of the delegated juvenile
authority and his interpretation of stipulated parole regula¬
tions? Perhaps it may be recognized that these and other
factors have influences on the type of adjustment a child
makes when he leaves the training school, and induces recid¬
ivism.
When children are paroled from the training school they
are usually placed on parole for a certain period of time,
and, if they violate their parole, the parole authority has
the power to return them to the institution.^
These children on parole from the institution have been
adjudged juvenile delinquents and after having been committed
to a training school have been permitted to return to their
2homes and communities.
Juvenile delinquency, legally considered, is a violation
of the law by children between the ages of seven and sixteen.
However, the age range may vary according to states.
^David Dressier, Practice and Theory of Probation and
Parole (New York: Columbia University Press, 1959), pp. 62-71.
2
William Healy and Augusta F. Bronner, "Psychological
Factors in Juvenile Delinquency," Criminology: A Book of Read¬
ings , (New York: The Dryden Press, 1953), pp. 432-449.
^Ibid.
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The term '’delinquency'' refers to prohibited forms of con¬
duct, ranging from behavior ordinarily designated as crime,
including theft, to such as truancy, being ungovernable or
beyond parental control, keeping late hours, running away
from home, malicious mischief and destruction of property,
intoxication, gambling, sexual misconduct, and violation
of traffic laws.^
Therefore, the parole officer or delegated authority
may consider the child's failure to comply with compulsory
educational attendance, failure to obey parents, keeping late
hours, etc., as criteria for returning the child to the in¬
stitution or training school. Even failure to try to find a
job and choice of improper companions also may be considered
a violation.^
However, in a study made by Bowler and Bloodgood, they
found instances where boys on parole were returned to the in¬
stitution for reasons other than violation of parole. For
example, a wage home had been found unsatisfactory and the
parole officer was unable to find another placement immedi¬
ately; or that conditions in the home, independent of any
misbehavior on the part of the child himself, required the
officer to return him to the training school for the child's
protection.^
^Ibid.
^United States Department of Health, Education and Wel¬
fare, et al., op. clt., p. 138.
^Alida C. Bowler and Ruth S. Bloodgood, "The Parole
Period," Institutional Treatment of Delinquent Boys (Washing¬
ton, D.C.: United States Government Printing Office, 1936),
p. 56 .
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Another way of viewing recidivism is that the percent¬
age of returns might merely mean that very close contact was
kept with the child sent back to his home and community life.
Therefore, there was an awareness on the part of the worker
of danger of the child's continuing delinquent behavior and
forces fostering delinquency.^
It is recognized that it is often necessary to take a
child out of his environment and put him into an institution
2
in order to treat his dissocial behavior. However, no mat¬
ter what the problem of a particular child is, care in an in-
3stitution should seldom be considered as the only recourse.
But, on the other hand, it should not be necessary that the
child commit overt delinquent acts before some decision of a
disposition is made; whether return to the institution, place
4
elsewhere, or work with the child in his home. Social
workers are aware that many children in need of some form of
care or treatment, e.g. psychological, psychiatric, or case¬
work treatment, have been returned to institutions who should
have been kept with parents or other relatives, or placed
^Ibld., p. 58.
August Aichhorn, Wayward Youth (New York: The Viking
Press, 1935), p. 143.
^Howard ¥. Hopkirk, Institutions Serving Children (New
York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1944), p. 8.
"^United States Department of Health, Education and Wel¬
fare, et al., op. cit., pp. 131-138.
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directly in foster homes and referred for the necessary treat¬
ment . ^
Prior to the nineteenth century, because of the lack of
distinction between the juvenile offender and the adult, de¬
linquent children were subjected to the severities of the
criminal law. The children who presented behavior problems
were not separated from the adult criminals, therefore, were
punished in institutions together with the adult. Healy and
Bronner maintain that even when children were later separated
from adults, the "reform schools" were little more than
3
"junior prisons."
However, it cannot be negated that today there is some
value of the training school for the delinquent and the focus
is no longer mere punishment or just custodial care. The
training school offers a setting which combines controls, pro¬
tection, and a totality of treatment which the child most
often has not experienced in his community and sometimes
home. Emphasis on treatment at training schools for
^Hopkirk, op. cit.
2
Harry Manuel Shulman, Juvenile Delinquency in American
Society (New York: Harper and Row, 1961), p. 17.
'^Healy and Bronner, op. cit., p. 442.
‘^United States Department of Labor, Children's Bureau,
Understanding Juvenile Delinquency (Washington, D. C.: United
States Government Printing Office, 1944), pp. 16-17.
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delinquents is focused upon meeting the needs of each child
that they receive. The training school functions as an edu¬
cational institution which attempts to prepare youngsters who
have failed to conform to accepted standards of conduct to
make a better adjustment when they return to their homes and
communities.^
In the institution where youth are the basic interest,
they are assured that interest and affection, and the en¬
vironment is calculated to please them and make them com¬
fortable. 2
A sound training school treatment program is based on the
premise that the weaker the child's inner controls, the
stronger the need for external controls and a supportive
framework of orderly living around him. Kindness, fair¬
ness, and sympathetic understanding are necessary, but
these alone do not serve or aid a child unless the treat¬
ment program also defines and establishes realistic limits
of conduct and attitudes. The clinical and social serv¬
ices, spiritual guidance, education, recreation, and other
treatment specialities must be balanced and coordinated
with the facts of life and reality orientation. Training
school personnel fail to do the total job when they do not
give the youngsters of the training school a true picture
of life as it is, and when they do not help them develop
the strengths necessary to live in a world of reality by
building the self-confidence and self-reliance needed if
they are to work for their own success and happiness.3
To accomplish these ideal goals, some training schools
offer intensive treatment. The intensive treatment services
in a training school are services which are in addition to
^United States Department of Health, Education and Wel¬
fare, et al., op. cit., pp. 1-3.
^Aichhorn, _op. cit. , p. 158.
^United States Department of Health, Education and Wel¬
fare, et al., op. cit., p. 57.
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those rendered to treatment by the general staff institution¬
al personnel. They are services usually performed by psychi¬
atrists, psychologists, and social workers and are fundamental
to the attainment of the goals of the treatment program.^
In spite of intensive treatment and the programs of¬
fered the youngster during the initial incarceration period,
some children nevertheless do return to the training school
after they are paroled.
Many questions come to the forefront regarding why
children return to the institution. But, one question in
particular stands out in the mind of this writer, which is:
Why does a child, legally classified as a juvenile delinquent,
and exposed to the rehabilitative measures of a state train¬
ing school, return to his foimer illegal pursuits after
parole? This was also among the questions that formed the
foundation for a study completed on juvenile delinquents in
Massachusetts. The locale for the study was the Lyman School
2
for Boys in Westboro, Massachusetts.
The justification of the study itself was self-evident.
Research showed that most training schools throughout the
^United States Department of Health, Education and Wel¬
fare, et al., op. cit.
2
Dugald S. Arbuckle and Lawrence Litwack, "A Study of
Recidivism Among Juvenile Delinquents," Federal Probation,
XXIV, No. 4 (December, 1960), 45.
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country were faced with, the problem of recidivism among
their parolees. Studies revealed recidivism rates rang¬
ing from 43 to 73 percent of original commitments. Other
studies showed that from the juvenile delinquent popula¬
tion of today sprang the nucleus of the adult criminal
population of tomorrow. A final justification came from
the fact that research into this area was extremely limit¬
ed. Research revealed only three published studies deal¬
ing with the problem of recidivism among juveniles.^
Kirkpatrick, whose study was conducted over twenty-five
years ago, found eight factors to have a bearing on juvenile
recidivism. Examining only first offenders, Kirkpatrick found
age, color, school grade, school problem, number of children
in family, neighborhood, type of offense, and nTomber of agen-
2cies in contact with family, to be relevant to his study.
Eleanor T. Glueck considered recidivism incidental
among her studies of juvenile delinquents. However, she list¬
ed fifteen assorted factors that seemed to have a connection
3
with recidivism.
Jerome Lavlicht also indicated that few studies of re-
«
cidivism have appeared in the literature, and that no standard
method for measuring juvenile recidivism has been developed
^Ibld.
O
M. E. Kirkpatrick, "Some Significant Factors in Juve¬
nile Recidivism," American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, VII
(1937), 49-54.
^Eleanor T. Glueck, "Status of Glueck Prediction Studies,
Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, and Police Science,
(May-June, 1956), 16-20.
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and agreed upon in the correctional field.^ However, even as
tentative as it may be, efforts are being made to get some
sort of answers to "the most important questions in the field
2
of institutional work," which, to this writer, is in the
area of juvenile recidivism. Perhaps there is no one answer
as:
The seed of recidivism may be found within the psychologi¬
cal framework of the child, within the practices of a
training school, within the environment of the child, or
within the parole practices of any given state.3
Operational Definitions of Terms and
Concepts not Previously Defined
But Used in the Study
1. Children - The terms child, youth, youngster, and
children are used interchangeably throughout this
study and refer to all individuals served by insti¬
tutions for juvenile delinquents who come within the
age limits established by jurisdiction of the court.
2. Dissocial - The teimis delinquent acts or behavior,
behavior problems, and dissocial are, for this study,
used interchangeably to indicate that the child has
acted against the law or in a way not accepted by
society.
3. Dyssocial - This term is used in the study to indi¬
cate ill behavior, that which is not socially ac¬
cepted, and implies that it is an over-all behavior
pattern of a particular neighborhood; however, this
is not to imply that everyone is doing the same
things or that no one in the area obeys the law.
^Jerome Lavlicht, "A Study of Recidivism in One Training
School: Implications for Rehabilitation Programs," Crime and
Delinquency, VIII, No. 2 (April, 1962), 162.
^Jerome H. Skolnick, "Toward a Developmental Theory of
Parole," American Sociological Review, No, 25 (1960), 12.
^Arbuckle and Litwack, cit., p. 48.
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4. Parole - The tenn in this study indicates that, after
a child has spent a certain lengdh of time in the
training school and has shown the possibility of do¬
ing well in the home and community, he is released to
his parents or surrogate and is under the control or
supervision of a parole authority.^
5. Recidivism - This term in the study is synon3anous
with return. It is defined here as a child on parole
from a training school who is returned to the insti¬
tution for violation of parole, or who is recommitted
by the court.
Training school - The terms institution and training
school are synonymous in this study. Training
schools are correctional institutions for the legal
custody and reeducation of juvenile delinquents com¬
mitted.^
7. Treatment - The term in this study indicates the ways
of accomplishing the goals of rehabilitation held for
the children in the training schools, which may in¬
clude any suitable program wherein all necessary
services are provided for the children based on the
needs seen by the institution.
8. Violation - The term in this study is used to indi¬
cate that the child failed to observe parole regula¬
tions, or broke a law which necessitated the Childs’s
return to the training school.
Purpose of the Study
The problem of juvenile recidivism is faced by most
training schools, and there is little question about the need
^John Lewis Gillin and John Phillip Gillin, "Delinquency
and Crime," Cultural Sociology, (New York: The Macmillan Com¬
pany, 1948), p. 810.
2
Philip Babcock Gove and The Merriam-Webster Editorial
Staff, Webster^s Third New International Dictionary of the
English Language. Unabridged, (Springfield, Massachusetts;
Merriam Webster, 1964), p. 2424.
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to attempt to reduce recidivism among juvenile delinquents.
In order to minimize this problem there is a need to give con¬
sideration to reasons which.are given as the cause for a child
to be returned to the training school.
The purpose of this study was designed to give some
consideration to the factors which attributed to recidivism
at Riverside Training School for Girls in Columbia, South
Carolina.
This study was based on the assiimption that like other
institutions of its kind. The Riverside Training School, in
spite of the extent, was also faced with the problem of girls
returning.
More specifically, this study was designed to ascertain
the reasons for a girl's return as given by three different
sources; the recidivists, parents or suriogate, and delegated
juvenile authorities. The latter includes the juvenile place¬
ment counselors or parole officers, and the court or recommit¬
ment charges of offenses.
Method of Procedure
Since this was a study to consider factors attributing
to recidivism in the Riverside Training School for Girls, a
schedule was designed and administered to recidivists insti¬
tutionalized and used as a guide from which to extract infor¬
mation from case records of the recidivists. These case
12
records were located at the Riverside Training School and the
Juvenile Placement Division, both in Columbia, South Carolina.
There were ten parts to the child's case record in the train¬
ing school, namely; (1) face sheet or identifying data; (2)
court order of commitment; (3) intakes; (4) social history;
(5) physical examination; (6) running record, which entailed
the child's involvement and response to the program, and con¬
tacts with family; (7) summary of pre-parole or release home
investigation; (8) parole or release approval, conditions of
parole, and to whom paroled or released; (9) revocation of
parole, or court order of recommitment; and (10) correspond¬
ence. There were two parts to the child's case record in the
juvenile placement division, namely; (1) pre-parole or re¬
lease home investigation; and (2) revocation of parole or re-
commitment charge(s).
Since this study dealt largely with reasons for a
child's return to the training school, revocation of parole or
court order of recommitment and return intake were major sec¬
tions from which information was extracted. However, since
parents or surrogate were interviewed, the social history and
pre-parole or pre-release home investigations were also used
for the study.
The total number of recidivists enrolled in the training
school were twenty-eight. The population of this study
13
consisted of all twenty-eight girls.
In order to consider the factors attributing to recid¬
ivism, each of the twenty-eight recidivists were studied in
terms of the reasons given as to why they returned to the in¬
stitution. These reasons were obtained from three different
sources; the recidivists, parents or surrogate, and the dele¬
gated juvenile authorities.
Each case was listed individually as to the reasons
given by the three sources. Then the cases were reexamined
to determine the extent of agreement between the recidivists,
parents or surrogate, and the delegated juvenile authorities
as to why each girl returned to the training school.
Scope and Limitation
The data collected for this study were limited to the
information secured from recidivists who were currently re¬
tained; case records at the Riverside School for Girls, a
state training school for delinquent Negro girls located in
Columbia, South Carolina; the Juvenile Placement Division, an
investigation and parole supervision agency for all South
Carolina state training schools also located in Columbia,
South Carolina; and, parents or suurogate who visited the
training school during the time the study was conducted.
This research was designed to study only girls who were
adjudged juvenile delinquents and committed to Riverside
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School for Girls, later paroled, and then returned to the in¬
stitution and were currently retained.
This study was limited to one of the four training
schools in the state of South Carolina, Riverside School for
Girls, located in Coliunbia, South Carolina. It was also
limited to recidivists currently enrolled in the training
school and parents or surrogate who visited during the
writer's allotted period to gather data.
There was no study of the rate of recidivism to River¬
side School for Girls; however, there was no restriction as
to the number of times a girl had returned.
The element of bias could be present in that some of
the data collected were obtained from interviews and investi¬
gation reports. There were several factors which may have
intervened; prejudice against a particular family (s) or
personal resentment toward a child or children, lack of aware¬
ness of the child's actual offense therefore the reports or
charges may not be factual, and the children, also parents or
surrogate may have been somewhat evasive in their responses.
For the most part, because of the limited geographical,
sexual, and racial scope, the findings in this study may not
be representative of the other training schools in the state
of South Carolina, or other areas.
CHAPTER II
DESCRIPTION OF REASONS FOR GIRLS'
RETURN TO TRAINING SCHOOL
There were thirty different reasons and/or offenses,
although some were similar, as to why the twenty-eight girls
were returned to Riverside Training School. The reasons were
obtained from the recidivists themselves, sixteen parents or
surrogate who visited the institution during the study, and
offenses or reasons shown in case records as charged by the
juvenile authorities, which included Juvenile Placement and
Courts. Three to twelve different reasons were found among
each of the twenty-eight recidivists. These reasons for re¬
turning to the training school included; stealing, shoplift¬
ing and larceny; truancy; disobedience and being uncontrollable;
keeping late hours; running away from home; breaking and en¬
tering; making false fire alarms; setting fires; drinking
alcoholic beverages; spending nights with boyfriend; frequent¬
ing taverns; associating with "bad" companions; disorderly con¬
duct; sleeping in abandoned cars and houses; fighting; be¬
havior problem in school; carrying a weapon; mistreated at
home; parent frequently intoxicated and jailed; too much
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responsibility in the home; mother abandoned; lack of paren¬
tal supervision; parents drink and fight; inadequate clothes
and food; failed to report to juvenile authorities; unable to
get along with step parent; requested to return; unable to
get along with mother; false accusation reported; and gambl¬
ing.
Individual Gases: Reasons Given by Three Sources
In case number one the child gave four reasons for re¬
turning to the training school. The reasons were; running
away from home; associating with "bad" companions; lack of
parental supervision; and, unable to get along with step pa¬
rent. The parent gave only one reason, which was; child ran
away from home. The juvenile authorities listed five reasons,
which were as follows: disobedient and uncontrollable; keep¬
ing late hours; truancy; mother frequently intoxicated and
jailed; and, lack of parental supervision.
In case number two the child reported two reasons for
returning to the institution. They were: keeping late hours;
and, frequenting taverns. The juvenile authorities gave four
reasons, namely: shoplifting; frequenting taverns; failed to
report to juvenile authorities; and, behavior problem in
school. The parent did not visit the training school when
the data were collected.
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The child in case number three indicated three reasons
for returning to the training school. She stated that she
was falsely accused of stealing, however, she admitted having
gotten into a fight and reported that she could not get along
with her stepfather. The juvenile authorities' report showed
that the child was returned for stealing. Her mother nor
stepfather did not visit the institution during the time data
were collected.
In case number four the child gave six reasons for
having been returned to the training school. Those reasons
were: frequenting taverns; running away from home; keeping
late hours; associating with questionable companions; intoxi¬
cation; and, she explained that she was mistreated at home.
According to the juvenile authorities seven reasons were
given. This child was reportedly disobedient and beyond
control, kept late hours, ran away from home, truant, fre¬
quented taverns, drank alcoholic beverages, and did not have
adequate clothes and food. Her parent was not included in
the number of parents interviewed.
In case number five the child gave five reasons for
having to return to the institution. The reasons given were
as follows: disobedience; keeping late hours, fighting; fre¬
quenting taverns; and lack of parental supervision. The
juvenile authorities listed nine reasons for the child's
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return, which were namely: behavior problem in school; fre¬
quenting taverns; larceny; truancy; associating with question¬
able company; keeping late hours; disobedient and beyond con¬
trol; mother frequently intoxicated and jailed; and, lack of
parental supervision. The Childs's mother gave four reasons,
which were: disobedient and beyond control; keeping late
hours; associating with "bad" companions; and, truancy.
The girl in case number six indicated six reasons for
her return to the training school. The reasons given were:
frequenting taverns; running away from home; keeping "bad"
company; fighting; drinking alcoholic beverages; and, gambl¬
ing. According to the juvenile authorities this child was re¬
turned as a result of six reasons, namely: disobedience and
beyond control, keeping late hours, associating with question¬
able companions, intoxication, gambling, and frequenting
taverns. Three reasons were given by this child's surrogate.
The reasons included running away from home, keeping company
with a questionable group, and being disobedient and uncon¬
trollable .
In case n\mber seven the child reported that she was
returned to the training school for four reasons, which were
as follows: running away from home, associating with "bad"
company, shoplifting, and unable to get along with stepmother.
The juvenile authorities indicated three reasons for the
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child's return. They were: keeping late hours, truancy, and
apprehended shoplifting. This child's father and stepmother
gave two reasons for their daughter's return to the institu¬
tion. The reasons were reported to be because the child was
disobedient and beyond control, and she kept late hours.
Eight reasons were given by the child in case number
eight. She stated that she was returned to the training
school because she ran away from home, associated with the
"wrong" crowd, stole, broke in a grocery store, mother aban¬
doned, lacked parental supervision, did not have adequate
clothes and food, and that she asked to return to the insti¬
tution. The juvenile authorities listed ten reasons, which
were as follows: running away from home, sleeping in aban¬
doned houses and cars, mother abandoned, lacked parental
supervision, did not have adequate clothes and food, truancy,
breaking and entering, stealing, associating with question¬
able companions, and the child asked to return to the insti¬
tution. This child's mother did not visit the training school
during the time in which data were obtained.
In case number nine the child gave seven reasons for her
return to the training school which were as follows: running
away from home, associating with "bad" companions, spending
nights with boyfriend, fighting, mother frequently intoxicated
and jailed, lack of parental supervision, and could not get
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along with stepfather. This child's mother reported that her
daughter was returned because she ran away from home. Five
reasons were shown in the juvenile authorities' report. Those
reasons were: disobedience and being beyond control, keeping
late hours, mother frequently intoxicated and jailed, lack of
parental supervision, and carrying a weapon.
The child in case number ten gave two reasons for having
to return to the training .school, which were shoplifting and
fighting. The report by the juvenile authorities indicated
that this child was returned for only one reason and that was
shoplifting. Her parents only reported one reason also, which
was that the child associated with "bad" companions.
The report given by the child in case number eleven
stipulated four reasons. Those reasons were as follows: keep¬
ing late hours, turning in false fire alarms, fighting, and
frequenting taverns. The child's parent indicated three rea¬
sons for returning to the training school. Those reasons
were: keeping late hours, associating with the "wrong" crowd,
and disobedience and beyond control. The juvenile authorities
reported six reasons for this child's return to the training
school, namely: behavior problem in school, reporting false
fire alarms, keeping late hours, being disobedient and incor¬
rigible, associating with questionable companions, and fre¬
quenting taverns.
21
In case number twelve the child gave four reasons for
returning to the institution. Those reasons were as follows:
false accusation reported, going to taverns, could not get
along with mother, and mistreated by mother. Her mother re¬
ported five reasons for the child's return, namely: running
away from home, disobedient and beyond control, keeping late
hours, associating with "bad" companions, and truancy. Three
reasons were listed by the juvenile authorities. Those rea¬
sons were: running away from home, disobedience and beyond
control, and associating with questionable companions.
The child in case number thirteen listed four reasons
for returning to the training school. They were as follows:
running away from home, spending nights with boyfriend, as¬
sociating with questionable companions, and parents drink and
fight regularly. Her parents indicated that there were four
reasons, namely: running away from home, disobedience and be¬
yond control, associating with "bad" companions, and spending
nights with boyfriend. The juvenile authorities reported
three reasons for the child's return to the training school.
Those reasons were as follows: running away from home, stay¬
ing with boyfriend, and disobedient and beyond parental
control.
In case number fourteen the child, who is the sister to
the girl in case niamber thirteen, gave the same four reasons
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in spite of the fact that they were interviewed separately.
The parents gave the same four reasons for this child and the
juvenile authorities gave the identical three reasons as were
given for the other child. Perhaps it should be noted that
the two sisters were returned at the same time.
The girl in case number fifteen indicated that there
were eight reasons for her return to the training school.
Those reasons were as follows; mother frequently intoxicated
and jailed, lack of parental supervision, inadequate clothes
and food, mistreated by mother, unable to get along with
mother, ran away from home, associated with "bad" company,
and false accusation reported. According to the juvenile
authorities seven reasons were listed, namely; disorderly con¬
duct, running away from home, disobedience and beyond control,
parent frequently intoxicated and jailed, lack of parental
supervision, inadequate clothes and food, and mistreated by
parent. This child's mother indicated that there were two
reasons for her daughter's return to the institution. Those
reasons were; running away from home, and disobedience and be¬
yond control.
In case number sixteen the girl related that there were
five reasons for her return to the training school, which
were as follows; disobedience, unable to get along with mother
and stepfather, did not have adequate clothes and food.
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mistreated at home, and she asked to return to the institu¬
tion. Her mother maintained that there were two reasons for
her daughter's return to the training school, which were:
associating with "bad" company, and disobedient and uncon¬
trollable. The juvenile authorities gave eight reasons for
the child's return. Those reasons were as follows: running
away from home, truancy, failed to report to juvenile author¬
ities, disobedience and beyond control, associating with
questionable companions, lack of parental supervision, in¬
adequate clothes and food, and child requested to be returned.
The child in case niuaber seventeen gave six reasons for
returning to the training school. Those reasons were as fol¬
lows: frequenting taverns, keeping late hours, stealing,
false accusation reported, lack of parental supervision, and
parents drink and fight. According to the juvenile author¬
ities six reasons were indicated as to why this child was re¬
turned, which were: stealing, breaking and entering, truancy,
frequenting taverns, parents drink and fight, and lack of pa¬
rental supervision. Only one parent visited the training
school when the data were collected, and one reason was given
for the child's return. That reason was that the child as¬
sociated with "bad" company.
In case number eighteen the child gave six reasons for
having to return to the institution, which were: running away
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from home, associating with "bad" company, setting a fire,
too much responsibility in the home, mistreated at home, and
did not have adequate clothes and food. The juvenile au¬
thorities listed seven reasons for returning the child,
namely: running away from home, disobedient and beyond pa¬
rental control, associating with questionable companions,
setting a fire, drinking alcoholic beverages, inadequate
clothes and food, and child mistreated at home. The child's
surrogate gave two reasons, which were: setting a fire, and
being disobedient.
The child in case number nineteen gave two reasons for
having to return to the training school. Those reasons were
as follows: breaking and entering, and fighting. According
to the charges by the juvenile authorities seven reasons were
listed, which were: shoplifting, breaking and entering, run¬
ning away from home, presenting behavior problems in school,
disobedient and beyond parental control, parent frequently
intoxicated and jailed, and truancy. This child's parent in¬
dicated the four following reasons for her daughter's return,
namely: running away from home, truancy, disobedience, and
associating with the "wrong" crowd.
In case number twenty the child gave four reasons for
having to return to the training school which were as follows
running away from home, associating with "bad" companions.
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spending nights with boyfriend, and frequenting taverns. The
juvenile authorities indicated that there were five reasons,
namely: running away from home, frequenting taverns, dis¬
obedient and incorrigible, associating with questionable com¬
panions, and truancy. According to this child's mother there
were three reasons for her daughter's return. Those reasons
were: running away from home, associating with "bad" company,
and disobedient and beyond control.
In case number twenty-one the child gave the five fol¬
lowing reasons for having to return to the training school.
They were: running away from home, stealing, associating with
"bad" company, could not get along with step parent, and in¬
adequate clothes and food. The juvenile authorities reported
that the child was returned for seven reasons which were as
follows; running away from home, stealing, truancy, spending
nights with boyfriend, carrying a weapon, sleeping in aban¬
doned houses, and lack of parental supervision. This child's
parents did not visit the institution during the time of the
study.
In case number twenty-two the child reported the fol¬
lowing six reasons for returning to the training school. They
were: running away from home, disobedience, shoplifting, as¬
sociating with "bad" companions, could not get along with
mother, and mistreated at home. The juvenile authorities
26
listed five reasons, which, were: shoplifting, associating with
questionable companions, running away from home, sleeping in
abandoned houses, and child was mistreated at home. This
child's parent or surrogate did not visit the training school
during the time in which the data were collected.
The child in case number twenty-three reported three
reasons for returning to the training. Those reasons were as
follows: intoxication, gambling, and frequenting taverns. The
juvenile authorities listed seven reasons, which were: in¬
toxication, gambling, frequenting taverns, spending nights
with boyfriend, disobedience and beyond control, keeping late
hours, and disorderly conduct. This child's surrogate was not
interviewed.
In case number twenty-four the child gave five reasons
for returning to the training school. Those reasons were as
follows: stealing, keeping late hours, unable to get along
with mother, and stepfather, and a false accusation was re¬
ported. The juvenile authorities indicated four reasons for
this child's return, namely: setting a fire, larceny, running
away from home, and lack of adequate clothes and food. This
child's mother was not among those interviewed.
The child in case number twenty-five gave seven reasons
for returning to the training school. Those reasons were:
running away from home, keeping late hours, shoplifting.
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intoxication, fighting, carrying a weapon, and associating
with "bad" companions- The juvenile authorities listed five
reasons for the Childs's return, which were: shoplifting, in¬
toxication, fighting, carrying a weapon, and lack of parental
supervision. This child's parent was not interviewed.
In case number twenty-six the child gave four reasons
for returning to the training school. Those reasons were:
running away from home, associating with questionable com¬
panions, shoplifting, and did not have adequate clothes. The
juvenile authorities reported five reasons, namely: running
away from home, disobedience and beyond control, truancy,
shoplifting, and inadequate clothes. This child's parent or
surrogate was not interviewed.
The child in case number twenty-seven reported four rea¬
sons for returning to the training school. Those reasons were
as follows: frequenting taverns, running away from home,
fighting, and associating with the "wrong" crowd. The juve¬
nile authorities listed six reasons, namely: running away from
home, frequenting taverns, disobedience and beyond parental
control, truancy, fighting, and associating with questionable
companions. This child's parent was not among those inter¬
viewed.
In case number twenty-eight the child indicated that
there were two reasons for her return to the training school.
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Those reasons were; keeping late hours, and frequenting tav¬
erns . According to the juvenile authorities there were three
reasons for the girl's return, namely: running away from home,
frequenting taverns, and disobedience and beyond parental
control. This child's parent did not visit the institution
during the time in which the data were collected.
Of the twenty-eight recidivists, nine returned after
having repeated the same offense(s) for which they were ini¬
tially committed to the training school, and nineteen com¬
mitted different ones.
CHAPTER III
FACTORS PROCEEDING COMMIIMENT, DISCHARGE
AND RETURN TO TRAINING SCHOOL
This chapter is for the purpose of illustrating the
most prevalent characteristics and circumstances found among
the recidivists in this study.
The ages of the twenty-eight girls at the time of their
initial commitment to the institution ranged from eight to
fifteen. Upon parole or release from the training school
their ages ranged from nine to sixteen. During the period in
which each of the girls returned they ranged from ages eleven
to sixteen. The current ages of the recidivists ranged from
twelve to seventeen. These ages included one twelve year old,
one thirteen year old, five fourteen year olds, ten fifteen
year olds, nine sixteen year olds, and two seventeen year olds.
Of the recidivists retained, twenty-four had been
paroled and four released.^ Among the twenty-four paroled,
^The age of a girl is the factor which determines wheth¬
er she is paroled or released from Riverside Training School.
If a girl is under fifteen and a half she is paroled and under
the supervision of the Juvenile Placement Division for one
year duration. If she is approaching her sixteenth birthday
or older she is released, which means that she is not under
the supervision of any juvenile authorities.
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seven had successfully completed their one year parole period.
Therefore, seventeen returned by revocation of parole and
eleven were recommitted by court order. The number of girls
who had returned for the first time was twenty-five, and
there were two who had returned for the second time and one
for the third. This means that there were twenty-five who
have had two periods of incarceration, two had three periods
and one a fourth period of incarceration in the institution.
At the time of each girl^s parole or release she was
discharged to the custody and supervision of her parents or
surrogate. Of the twenty-eight recidivists, six lived with
their natural parents upon discharge, and six lived with
their mother, seven their mother and stepfather, one her
father and stepmother, onewith foster parents, and seven with
relatives. Twenty-two of the girls were from broken homes:
two were illegitimate, twelve of the girls natural parents
were separated, one girl's parents were divorced, and seven
had a parent who was deceased. As previously indicated above,
the remaining six girls lived with their parents.
Regarding the kind of parental supervision experienced
by the twenty-eight recidivists during their stay out of the
training school, nine girls reported that they had close super¬
vision, twelve seldom had supervision, and seven indicated
that they did not have any. Of the sixteen parents or surrogate
31
who were interviewed two indicated that the child was closely
supervised, and fourteen stated that the child seldom had
supervision. On the other hand, according to the juvenile
authorities, four girls had close parental supervision, six¬
teen seldom, and eight never.
All twenty-eight of the recidivists were of public
school age upon discharge from the training school. However,
only three attended school regularly, sixteen irregularly,
and nine did not return to public school or were school drop¬
outs. Their grade levels ranged from fourth to ninth grades.
These grades represented the last grade completed and the
girls' current matriculation during the period in which the
research was conducted. Eighteen of the nineteen girls en¬
rolled in public school were below their average grade level.
One half of the twenty-eight recidivists had at least
one meinber of their immediate family who had been in trouble
and had been incarcerated. Of the fourteen girls, two had a
relative who had been in prison and ten had a sister or
brother who had been committed to a training school. Six
girls, excluding the two sisters among the recidivists in
this study, have had sisters committed to the Riverside Train¬
ing School.
The home, school and community were all shown as areas
in which the recidivists had difficulty in adjusting upon
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discharge from the training school. Twenty-five of the girls
indicated the home, sixteen the school, and twenty-four the
community. Fourteen parents indicated the home, three the
school, and twelve the community. The juvenile authorities
showed that twenty-two of the recidivists had difficulty in
their homes, sixteen in school, and all twenty-eight in the
community. As seen in individual cases in Chapter II, some
of the girls had difficulty in more than one area.
In reviewing the extent of agreement between the three
sources used in this study, it was found that there were
thirty-nine per cent agreement between recidivists and juve¬
nile authorities, ten per cent agreement between parents and
juvenile authorities, and only eight per cent agreement be¬
tween recidivists and parents. Of the thirty reasons stipu¬
lated between the three sources, associating with question¬
able companions, running away from home, and disobedience and
uncontrollable appeared more frequently. There were twenty-
three cases which showed associating with questionable com¬
panions, twenty specified disobedience and beyond control,
and twenty-one indicated running away from home. Other rea¬
sons which appeared frequently were: fourteen cases showed
keeping late hours, truancy, and some form of theft were found
in thirteen cases, ten cases showed frequenting taverns, and
nine fighting.
CHAPTER IV
CONSIDERATION OF FACTORS ASSOCIATED
WITH RECIDIVISM
This study showed that ninety-eight per cent of the
recidivists were from impoverished, overcrowded homes located
in deteriorated neighborhoods where delinquency was rampant.
Parents were employed away from home and admittedly were un¬
able to provide adequate supervision. The average family in¬
come was less than forty dollars per week, and in some cases
the child lacked adequate clothes and food. Some of the re¬
cidivists' parents or siblings had been incarcerated; and in¬
toxication, fighting and being jailed were frequent parental
patterns. There was a lack of wholesome recreational facil¬
ities in the neighborhood and the girls sought taverns as a
leisure time outlet. It was also found that the majority of
the girls were from broken homes and lacked the securities of
family life. Were continued delinquent patterns responses to
these factors?
Aichhorn maintains that there is a great variation in
the attitude of individual children toward their environment.
There are those who conceal how they actually feel and attempt
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to be contented, and those who "hate" it and make no attempt
to conceal how they feel.^ Thus, perhaps those in the latter
group would seek a way to rebel or fight against the existing
circumstances. Then, could it be that the recidivists in
this study were rebelling against those factors previously re¬
vealed?
It was found that thirty-two per cent of the girls
charged with theft or breaking and entering were also those
who selected questionable companions. It may also be signif¬
icant that twenty-one of the twenty-eight recidivists ran
away from home. Sutherland, in giving an analysis of the as¬
sociation between delinquency and the family indicated that a
child may run away from home but he does not on this account
2
necessarily become delinquent.
The important element is that this isolation from the
family is likely to increase his association with delin¬
quency, which is a primary factor in delinquency.... A
child may be driven from the home by unpleasant experi¬
ences, and situations or withdraw from it because of the
absence of pleasant experiences, and thus cease to be a
functioning member of an integrated group.^
All too often children are paroled or released from train¬
ing schools only to return to the very conditions that gave
^Aichhorn, o^. cit., p. 164.
2
Edwin H. Sutherland, Principles of Criminology (Phila¬
delphia: J. B. Lippincott Company, 1939), p. 164.
^Ibid.
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rise to their difficulties. As a result, before very long
they again fall prey to the forces that provoked their pre¬
vious delinquency.^ Therefore, it would seem that one of the
most vital points in a girl's treatment is her placement upon
termination of the institutional training period. It appears
evident that, when the strict supervision exercised during
her stay in the training school is released, the environment
in which she is placed during the discharge period would be
2
a matter of extreme importance.
It seems most unreasonable to expect that during a
period of training under a controlled environment in an in¬
stitution, the girl could be so changed and strengthened as
to be able readily to resist or ignore the influences that
3
previously had contributed to her dissocial behavior. Indi¬
cated here is the need for more preparation of the home, com¬
munity, and the girl herself before she leaves the training
school, and perhaps in so doing there may be less chance of
her returning to the institution.
The findings in this study also indicated that in some
cases there were conditions in the home independent of any
^United States Department of Labor, Children's Bureau,
op. cit., p. 49.
2
Bowler and Bloodgood, op. cit., p. 49.
^Ibid.
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misbehavior on the part of the girl herself that required her
return. Such a trend was found by Bowler and Bloodgood in
their study made in 1936. It was felt that in such instances
the child's return to the training school was more or less
for her own protection.^ What are the implications of this
identical finding thirty years later? Although it could mean
that the juvenile authorities were keeping in close contact
with the parolee, it may also reveal the lack of placement re¬
sources in the State of South Carolina.
The data showed that between the sources used in the
study and the thirty different reasons stipulated, there was
a greater degree of agreement between the recidivists and
juvenile authorities. What does this indicate? There are
several possibilities. It could mean that recidivists tend
to verbalize the charges repeated to them by the authorities
rather than the actual offense(s) committed. Or it could
mean that recidivists, when apprehended for one offense, ad¬
mit to others which the authorities include in the revoca¬
tion of parole or recommitment order. It could mean that the
recidivists were frank and truthful about their behavior.
Then, it could again reflect on the close contact kept with
the parolee. However, considering the numerous reasons given
^Ibid., pp. 56-58.
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by the juvenile authorities this raises other questions. Why
were so many charges necessary before the girls were return¬
ed? In light of this, was close contact actually kept with
the girls?
The data indicated that the agreement on reasons found
between parents and juvenile authorities were predominately
concentrated in such areas as disobedience and uncontrollable,
running away from home, keeping late hours, and associating
with questionable companions. In many of those same cases
the authorities and recidivists agreed on the existance of
such things as the lack of supervision, inadequate clothes
and food, and a parent frequently intoxicated and jailed. Are
the latter factors perhaps attributory to the behavior cited
by parents and juvenile authorities, and induced recidivism?
It is recognized that there was a limitation in the num¬
ber of parents or surrogate seen in the study. However, in
comparison with the percentage of agreement found between
parents and juvenile authorities, the extent of agreement be¬
tween recidivists and parents was less than one half. In
spite of the fact that there was a greater degree of agree¬
ment between parents and juvenile authorities, it was found
that parents gave fewer concrete reasons. It was noted that
there were no instances where a parent reported that a girl
was returned for theft and similar behavior. Were the parents
38
protective, uncooperative, or was it that they were unaware
of the girls' behavior? In most cases where parents were
interviewed, the reasons given for the girl's return projected
the blame for her return on the environment and girl herself.
This excluded the home environment per se also the parents
themselves. For example, where theft was reported among the
reasons given by recidivists and juvenile authorities, the
parents stated that the girls were returned for associating
with "bad" companions.
The data also showed that the majority of the recidivists,
upon discharge and return to the training school, were between
the ages of fourteen and sixteen. This may be a significant




The purpose of this study was designed to consider
factors which were attributing to recidivism in the Riverside
School for Girls; a State Training School for Negro delinquent
girls located in Columbia, South Carolina. The institution
accepted court adjudged delinquent girls throughout the state
and served as a reeducation and rehabilitation institution.
The findings in this research revealed that all twenty-
eight recidivists in the study were returned to the training
school for more than one reason. Some reasons were independ¬
ent of the girls' misbehavior and reflected on the home, and
in some instances community environmental conditions. It was
learned that there were multiple factors which were attribut¬
ing to the girls' return. It was revealed that ninety-eight
per cent of the recidivists were from impoverished, over¬
crowded homes located in deteriorated neighborhoods where
there was a lack of wholesome recreational facilities andde-
linquency was rampant. The majority of the girls lacked ade¬
quate parental supervision, in some cases child-parent con¬
flict existed, and in twenty-two of the twenty-eight cases the
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girls were from broken homes.
The data showed that there was a greater degree of agree¬
ment between recidivists and juvenile authorities than any
other source. It was also revealed that the parents, whether
protective, uncooperative or unknowledgeable, tended to be
less specific regarding the girls misbehavior. The parents
did not report any behavior which if committed by an adult
would be considered a crime, e.g. theft or breaking and enter¬
ing.
It may be concluded that it seems indicative in this
study that the factors which initially provoked the girls'
delinquent behavior, were also factors which were attributed
to their return to the training school. Although this study
was not concerned with psychological factors, perhaps some
reasons were related to the psychological framework of each
individual girl. Considering all of the factors, maybe one
may ask what part, if any, does the training school play in
the problem of recidivism?
The general public many times expects the training
school to control the child for the period of commitment with¬
out a recurrence of delinquent conduct, and to provide some
type of training that will enable the child to become a con¬
tributing, rather than merely a consuming member, of society.
Nevertheless, children do return, and because of that there
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may be those who blame the institution, but the training
schools are attempting to provide some of the most difficult
services in the child welfare program.^
The success of a training school'’s rehabilitative pro¬
gram can be measured only partially in terms of the success
of the children who are discharged from the institution. Any
attempt to try to judge the efficiency of a training school
by the rate of success of its parolees fails to take into ac¬
count the number of uncontrollable and indefinite factors
that govern human conduct; such as the psychological frame¬
work of the girl, the environment of the girl, and the prac¬
tices of juvenile authorities of any given state. However,
the problems of insufficient staff, poorly trained personnel,
overcrowded institutions, and overloaded juvenile agents may
2
all serve to intensify the problem of recidivism.
This study has given rise to many unanswered questions,
which appears indicative of the need for more research in the
area of juvenile recidivism. It is hoped that the questions
herein may in some way serve to help others who do engage in
research in this area by opening up new possibilities for ex¬
ploration.
^United States Department of Health, Education and Wel¬








Interview □ Case extract □
II. Nature and circumstances of return to training school:
1. Revocation of parole □
2. Recommitment □
3. Indicate number of times returned
4. Indicate reason(s) for return:(a)First return^(b)Second return(c)Third return(d)Other, specify5.Indicate if offense upon return was the same as first
offense when committed. Yes □ No O
If yes, describe
446.What factors do you think contributed to your getting
into trouble? Explain










9. State your age at the time of:
(a) Commitment Discharge
(b) Return Discharge
(c) Second return Discharge
(d) Third return10.Indicate area(s) of difficulty in adjustment while
away from the training school, and explain
III.Circumstances after discharge from the training school:
1. With whom did you live upon discharge?
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2. Indicate if parents are living or deceased:(a)Mother: (b) Father:
Living [H] Living □
Deceased dl Deceased CD
3. Indicate marital status of parents:
(a) Single [ 1
(b) Married I I
(c) Divorced □
(d) Separated I I
4. Indicate the number of people living in the home and
their relationship to you
5. What is the weekly family income?
6. Did you enroll in school upon your discharge from the
training school? Yes I I No I I
(a) If yes, indicate grade
(b) If no, state reason
7. Is there anyone in your family known to be in trouble
with the law? Yes I I No I I
(a) If yes, state their relationship to you
(b) Indicate the nature of their offense
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(c) Indicate if they were incarcerated in:
(1) Prison [U
(2) Training school I I
(3) Other, specify
8. Describe your neighborhood(a)What recreational facilities were available?
9. Indicate the kind of parental supervision experienced:
(a) Close I I
(b) Seldom I I
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